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ITEM VI-A: SITE ACCESS DISCUSSION FOR THE BALTIMORE RAVINE
SPECIFIC PLAN (BRSP) AND STUDY AREA PROJECT

INTRODUCTION

The Auburn City Council considered the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan (BRSP) and Study Area
Project (Project) at its meeting on January 13, 2011. The City Council passed a motion directing
the Planning Commission to review two access alternatives for the BRSP project and to
recommend one of the two alternatives for Council consideration. The first alternative is the
Pacific Street Extension located on the west side of Auburn Folsom Road, opposite Pacific
Street. The second alternative is also located on the west side of Auburn Folsom Road
approximately 750° south of the Aubumn Folsom Road/Pacific Street intersection.

PURPOSE OF ITEM

The purpose of this item is for the Planning Commission to provide direction to staff regarding
the information needed by the Commission to compare the two access alternatives. Staff will
then provide the requested information to the Commission at its February 15, 2011, meeting.

BACKGROUND

The issue of access for the BRSP Project has been addressed by the Auburn Planning
Commission on several occasions as noted below:

e December 15, 2009 — The Commission held a public hearing to overview the contents of
the draft BRSP and to accept public comments on the proposed plan (see Tab G of the
September 21, 2010 staff report binder). During the hearing, questions were raised by
Commissioners and the public regarding the access routes proposed for the plan.

¢  March 26, 2010 - The Planning Commission conducted a site tour of the BRSP project and
surrounding areas, which included several access locations considered for the BRSP
project. In response to the access issues and questions raised at the December 15, 2009
hearing, staff prepared a Memorandum to the Commission regarding Access
Considerations for the BRSP dated March 26, 2010 (see Tab R of the September 21, 2010
staff report binder). The Commission also received a memo from the applicant engineer
dated January 18, 2010 which provided a discussion on site access alternatives (see Tab I of
the September 21, 2010 binder).

e July 13, 2010 — The Planning Commission held a public hearing to take public comment
on the Draft EIR prepared for the BRSP.
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s September 21, 2010 - The Planning Commission held a public hearing to review and take
public comment on the BRSP Project and associated approvals. The Planning Commission
staff report for the September 21% hearing (see binder) included additional information
regarding site access issues. Included with the staff report was a memo from the applicant
dated September 1, 2010 that provided supplemental information regarding site access
issues (Tab S of the September 21, 2010 binder). During the public hearing, the
Commission received comment on a number of different issues, including project access.
Based on public comment, the Commission directed staff to provide additional information
regarding access options to the project. The hearing was continued to November 16, 2010.

¢  November 16, 2010 — The Planning Commission renewed their review of the BRSP
project. The staff report included additional information regarding site access in response
to the Planning Commission’s request at the September 21, 2010 hearing. The Planning
Commission voted 4-0 to approve the BRSP EIR as well as the Large Lot Tentative Map
for Plan Area 1, and recommended approval of the BRSP and other associated approvals to
the City Council.

»  November 24, 2010 — The City received an appeal from Mark Smith of the BRSP EIR and
the Large Lot Tentative Map for Plan Area 1.

*  January 13, 2010 — The Auburn City Council held a public hearing to consider the appeal
submitted by Mark Smith, as well as to review and consider the BRSP project and
associated project approvals. The Council staff report is provided as Attachment 1.

As noted above, the City Council denied the appeal and tasked the Planning Commission
with reviewing two alternative points of access into the BRSP Project from Auburn Folsom
Road, and to recommend one of the two alternatives. The first alternative is the Pacific
Street Extension located on the west side of Auburn Folsom Road, opposite Pacific Street.
The second alternative is also located on the west side of Auburn Folsom Road
approximately 750” south of the Auburn Folsom Road/Pacific Street intersection.

The Planning Commission hearings on February 1, 2011 and February 15, 2011 will only
consider access alternatives for the BRSP. The City Council tabled discussion on the BRSP
Project at their January 13, 2011 hearing until such time as the Planning Commission rendered its
recommendation on the two access options identified above. The City Council will take up
discussion on the access issues, and the project, at a later date following receipt of the
Commission’s recommendation. Public Notice of the Council hearing will be provided once the
Council hearing date has been determined.

DESCRIPTION OF ACCESS ALTERNATIVES UNDER REVIEW

The two access alternatives that the City Council remanded back to the Planning Commission for
review and recommendation were Alternatives #4 and #5 on the Site Access Alternatives map
(see Attachment 2) presented with the March 26, 2010 access memorandum (Tab R of the
September 21, 2010 staff report). Alternative #4 is located opposite Pacific Street, west of
Auburn Folsom Road. Alternative #5 is also located on the west side of Aubwmn Folsom Road,
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roughly 750° south of the Pacific Street intersection. Subsequent to Council’s direction on
January 13®, the applicant has provided a more detailed site access plan illustrating the two
options (see Exhibit A). This plan has been refined to provide additional detail regarding
topography, the road alignments, and grading. The two options are described briefly below, and
the applicant’s engineer has provided a memo (Attachment 6) further summarizing each option.

Pacific Street Extension (Alternative #4): With Alternative #4, Pacific Street would be extended
from Auburn-Folsom Road west over the UP rail line with the construction of a new bridge. The
alignment will continue southwest over property currently owned by the Auburn Recreation
District, and then further to the southwest across property owned by the Sipe family to the
northeast corner of the BRSP area. The overall length of this option from Auburn Folsom Road
into the BRSP would be 4,900 feet long. In order to bridge the UPRR tracks immediately west of
Auburn Folsom Road, a 22-foot high roadway embankment would be required. The bridge
spanning the rails line would be approximately 250 feet long.

Rail line crossing south of Pacific Street: This option would provide a connection to Auburn-
Folsom Road approximately 750-fect south of Pacific Street, near the existing Boardman canal.
The total roadway length for this option would also be approximately 4,900 feet. Significant fill
will be required to provide adequate clearance, resulting in roughly 12-foot tall embankments and a
bridge span of approximately 100 feet. A 90-degree elbow would be required on the west side of
the rail line to travel around the hill on ARD and Sipe property. The alignment would then move
through the ravines and the eastern portion of the BRSP on the same alignment as the Pacific Street
option above.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The purpose of this item is to identify the information that Staff is currently developing for the
Commission’s review of the two options, and to receive feedback regarding any additional
information the Commission would like to receive to assist in its consideration of the access
alternatives. Provided below is a summary of the information and issues that Staff is currently
working on:

1. Topographic and slope maps — The two alignments have been superimposed on topographic
maps to illustrate the different topographic constraints of each option. Exhibit A includes
the proposed alignments with aerial topography; Exhibit B superimposes the alignments on
a slope map of the area. Discussion regarding such issues as slopes, grading, design, and
constraints affection both alternatives will be provided.

2. Fire Department review - The Fire Chief will provide emergency and safety analysis,
identifying the criteria used for evaluating access for development projects and reviewing
the proposed alignments for their implications to emergency access and emergency
response times, including estimated response times from both the Sacramento and Maidu
fire stations.

Police Department review - The Police Chief will provide information relating to police
services.

(5]
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10.

11.

12.

Right-of-way acquisition and eminent domain — Both options would involve right of way
acquisition from the Auburn Recreation District (ARD) and private property owner(s). The

amount of land that would require acquisition under each alternative will be estimated.
Potential issues associated with both options will be identified (e.g. the alignment for
Alternative #4 may affect improvements on ARD property). Discussion will also be
provided regarding eminent domain, since the City could be compelled to use eminent
domain to acquire the property needed for the road right-of-way if the applicant is not
successful in acquiring the needed property from the current owner.

Alignment, roadway, and bridge design information — Additional information will be
provided regarding alignment options and implications (e.g. scope of work required within

the UPRR right-of-way), roadway design (e.g. slope standards for roadway design), and
bridge design.

Intersection improvements - Comparison of the likely improvements needed at the Auburn-
Folsom Road intersections under the two access alternatives.

Infrastructure and services information ~ Staff will identify the infrastructure and services
provided with each option, such as the water and storm drainage lines that would need to be
incorporated and/or rerouted with each access, as well as services impacted by the proposed
alignments (e.g. relocation of an existing 60kV power line for the Pacific Street extension).

Street lights — Due to the length of the road through an undeveloped area, staff will assess
the need to provide street lighting.

Maintenance —~ The maintenance needs for both options will be provided.

Resource issues — Discussion will be provided about the implications of the alignment
options on natural resources, cultural resources, and land use.

Costs - A general discussion of the relative costs of the access alternatives, including bridge
construction, road construction, road maintenance, right-of-way acquisition and utilities.

CEQA implications — The need for additional CEQA analysis, if any, under either access
alternative will be addressed.

OTHER INFORMATION

The Community Development Department is forwarding three pieces of correspondence
addressed to the Planning Commission, including two letters from Sara Ann Ough (Attachments
3 & 4) and one email from applicant Stephen Des Jardins (Attachment 5). The correspondence is
related to the BRSP project, but not to discussion of the two access alternatives. As noted above,
the Planning Commission’s review is limited to the access alternatives as directed by the City
Council.
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REQUESTED ACTION

The Community Development Department requests that the Planning Commission direct staff to
continue with the site access information as discussed above, and to include any additional
information as requested by the Planning Commission for their comparison of the access
alternatives.

ATTACHMENTS

1. City Council Staff Report for January 13, 2011

2. Site Access Alternatives Map — January 10, 2010

3. Letter from Sara Ann Ough dated January 18, 2011

4. Letter from Sara Ann Ough dated January 22, 2011

5. Email from Applicant Stephen Des Jardins dated January 25, 2011

6.  Site Access Summary Memo by Ubora Engineering dated January 27, 2011

EXHIBITS

A.  Site Access Alternatives Map — January 27, 2011



Action Item

Agenda Item No.

Report to the
Auburn City Council

City Manager’s Approval

The Issue

Should the Auburn City Council deny the appeal submitted by Mark Smith and approve the
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan (BRSP) and Study Area project proposed for the 406-acre Urban
Reserve area situated in southwest Auburn? Approval of the proposal includes certification of
the project Environmental Impact Report (composed of the Draft and Final EIRs), adoption of
the' Mitigation Monitoring Program and the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations, adoption of a Specific Plan (the BRSP), adoption of a General Plan Amendment,
approval of a Rezone, approval of a Large Lot Tentative Map, approval of a Development
Agreement, and adoption of Statement of Reasons for Permitting Development within a Mineral
Resource Zone.

Conclusions and Recommendation

The Auburn Planning Commission recommends that the Auburn City Council take the following
actions relating to the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Areas Project:

A. By Resolution, deny the appeal submitted by Mark Smith and take the following actions
regarding the environmental document prepared for the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and
Study Area Project:

a.  Certify the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Baltimore Ravine Specific
Plan and Study Area project;

b.  Adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations; and

¢.  Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Program.

B. By Resolution, approve the General Plan Amendment associated with the Baltimore Ravine
Specific Plan and Study Area Project (File GPA 07-3).

C. By Resolution, approve the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan and Study Area Project (File
SPA 07-1).

ATTACHMENT 1
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D. By Motion, introduce and hold a first reading, by title only, of an ordinance approving the
rezone for Plan Area 1 of the BRSP as well as Study Areas 1-4 of the Baltimore Ravine
Specific Plan and Study Areas Project.

E. By Motion, introduce and hold a first reading, by title only, of an ordinance approving a
Development Agreement by and between the City of Auburn and the Baltimore Ravine
Investors, LLC.

F. By Resolution, deny the appeal submitted by Mark Smith and approve the Large Lot
Tentative Map for Plan Area 1 of the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan (File SUB 07-2) as
presented, or as amended by the City Council.

G. By Resolution, adopt the Statement of Reasons to Permit Development in a Mineral
Resource Zone. ’

Backeround/Analysis

The Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan (BRSP) and Study Area Project is proposed for the 406-acre
Urban Reserve area situated in southwest Auburn (Exhibit A - September 21, 2010 PC Binder).
The project site is located in an area of the City designated by the Auburn General Plan as Urban
Reserve. The Urban Reserve designation requires a Specific Plan prior to any development. The
City received an application in mid-2007 to develop the Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan on
approximately 277 acres of the 406-acre Urban Reserve area. The remaining 129 acres are not
included within the BRSP area, but are designated Study Areas. The Study Areas are proposed
to be redesignated Rural Density Residential (RDR) with a minimum 2 acres per dwelling unit.

The draft Specific Plan was made available to the public in October 2009. The City prepared a
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project and circulated the EIR to the public and
government agencies from June 8 to July 23, 2010. A Final EIR was made available to
commenting agencies and the public prior to the November 16, 2010, Planning Comumission
meeting.”

The Auburn Planning Commission held a public hearing on September 21, 2010, to review the
Project and accept public comment. The Commission continued the public hearing to November
16, 2010, at which time the Commission recommended to the City Council to approve the
Project and associated actions. The Commission also certified the EIR and approved the Large
Lot Tentative Map contingent on Council approval of the Project.

Prior Plans for the Urban Reserve

The Urban Reserve area has been the subject of several previous studies and development
proposals, although none have been adopted to date.

D In 1969, the City expanded its boundaries to the west and annexed the Urban Reserve area
into the City of Auburn.

Page 2



Mayor and City Council J anuéry 13, 2011

. In 1978, the City prepared and certified an EIR that evaluated potential roadway access to
209 acres in the Urban Reserve area. No improvements or development occurred.

e In 1979, the plan area was designated Urban Reserve with the adoption of the 1979 General
Plan in recognition that it could be developed at some point in the future and that the City
wanted the area to be master planned.

) In 1985, the “Southwest Area Road Access Study” was prepared and evaluated roadway
alternatives through the plan area to connect the portion of the site between I-80 and the
westbound UPRR tracks.

. In 1987, the City approved the Vista del Valle #4 subdivision, which included dedication of
right-of-way for the Herdal Drive extension.

. In 1988, the City received a proposal for the Auburn Vista Subdivision, a 33-acre parcel
with 135 lots. This led to a preliminary draft of the Southwest Area Specific Plan in 1990.
This specific plan area included 270 acres with a mix of residential,
commercial/professional and open space uses. The plan provided for 1,056 dwelling units.
The Southwest Area Specific Plan and accompanying Draft EIR were never completed or
adopted by the City.

. In 1993, the Southwest Auburn Specific Plan was drafted which included 321 acres
(including the Grand Oaks project area). This plan included up to 1,232 residential units,
along with neighborhood commercial, pocket parks, and open space uses, with a portion
remaining in urban reserve. An NOP was issued for this project plus up to 864 dwelling
units in the Urban Reserve (for a total of 2,096 units) in 1994, but the project was put on
hold in 1995.

Current Project Planning Process and Outreach

The current applicant submitted a proposal in 2007 to prepare the Baltimore Ravine Specific
Plan, a master plan which would guide development of 277 acres of the Urban Reserve. A
Notice of Preparation of an EIR for that proposal was released in December 2007, and the City
held a scoping meeting on January 24, 2008. The BRSP proposal was subsequently revised by
the applicant, responding in part to staff and community concerns. The revised BRSP also
accounts for the natural topography of the site, which includes many steep hillsides and slopes.
A second Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the revised proposal was released in April 2009.

The Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan was made available for public review in October 2009
(Exhibit B - September 21, 2010 PC Binder). An Addendum to the BRSP was released on July
7, 2010, which reflects revisions to the BRSP proposed by the applicant and staff (see Exhibit C -
September 21, 2010 PC Binder).

Other activities related to the Project include:

] Planning Commission hearing (December 15, 2009): A public hearing was held to
overview the contents of the draft BRSP and accept public comments on the proposed plan.
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The staff report and minutes for the December 15™ Planning Commission meeting are
attached as Exhibits G and H of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder, respectively.

. Site Tours: Several tours of the BRSP area were held during March through May 2010 for
Council members, Planning Commissioners and the public. The staff report prepared for
the Site Tours is provided with Exhibit I of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder.

UAIC Consultation: The City and EIR consultants consulted with the United Auburn Indian
Comnmunity (UAIC) on a number of occasions. The City, the EIR consultant (PBS&D),
representatives of UAIC, and UAIC consultants met to discuss the project. Representatives from
the UAIC also participated in a site visit with City staff and consultants. Together, the group
spent approximately 8 hours at the project site looking for Native American archaeological sites
and artifacts. The City provided documents to the UAIC for review and answered guestions
regarding the project. The UAIC submitted a letter to the City on November 5, 2010 stating that
the archaeological reports prepared for the project by the City’s EIR consultant met federal and
state standards, and that the UAIC concurred with the content, recommendations and mitigation
measures included in the archaeological report and the Draft EIR (Attachment 2 of the November
16, 2010 PC Staff Report).

. Draft EIR (Exhibit D - September 21, 2010 PC Binder): The Draft EIR was prepared by
the City and circulated from June 8 to July 23, 2010. A public hearing to accept comments
on the adequacy of the Draft EIR was held on July 13, 2010. The staff report and draft
minutes for the July 13% Planning Commission meeting are attached as Exhibits E and F,
respectively, of the September 21, 2010 PC binder.

e  Final EIR: Responses to comments received on the Draft EIR and a Mitigation Monitoring
Program were incorporated into the Final EIR, which was provided to the public in
November 2010 (Exhibit A - November 16, 2010 PC Hearing).

. Mineral Resource Zone Draft Statement of Reasons: A portion of the project site is
designated MRZ-2b, recognizing the potential for gold deposits to be present. Public
Resources Code Section 2762 requires that the City adopt a Statement of Reasons prior to
permitting development in MRZ-2b areas. A notice of intent to permit development within
the MRZ-2b area was sent to property owners within % mile of the project site, pursuant to
PRC 2762. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on August 3, 2009 to take
public comment on the draft Statement of Reasons. A copy of the staff report and the draft
minutes from the August 3 meeting are attached as Exhibits J and K, respectively, of the
September 21, 2010 PC binder.

° Planning Commission hearing (September 21, 2010): The Planning Commission reviewed
the Draft EIR and project approvals, and accepted public comment on the project.

»  Planning Commission hearing (November 16, 2010): The Planning Commission accepted
public testimony prior to recommending approval of the project, certifying the EIR and
approving the Large Lot Tentative Map, contingent on Council approval of the project.
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. City website: All of the above documents have been made available through the City’s
website, along with pertinent staff reports and notices (www.auburn.ca.gov).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project would allow for development of up to a total of 790 residential units (725 units in the
BRSP, with 270 units in Plan Area 1, 455 units in Future Plan Area 2, and 65 units in the Study
Areas), 90,000 square feet of commercial/mixed-use space, 2 acres of park and 141 acres of open
space. Table 1 below provides a breakdown of the Project by proposed land use. Details of the
Project are discussed briefly below, followed by a summary of the required project entitlements.

BALTIMORE RAVINE SPECIFIC PLAN LAND USE

‘Land Use Designation

TABLE1

Applied Zoning District

. Acres -
BALTIMORE RAVINE SPECIFIC PLAN

SUMMARY
-7 Density

Range

" Dwelling

‘Residential i/

Low Density Residential R-1 (Single-Family Residential 12 acres Upto 1 du/ac 11 du
{LDR) District)

Urban Low Density R-1 (Single-Family Residential 52 acres 1-4 du/ac 155 du
Residential (ULDR) District)

Medium Density Residential R-2 (Medium Density Multiple- 17 acres 1-10 du/ac 150 du
{MDR) Family Residential) .

Urban High Density R-4 (High Density Multiple-Family 11 acres 5-20 do/ac 180 du
Residential (UHDR)' Residential)

‘Non Residential

17 acres

floor area

50,000 sF

Mixed Use — High Density C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial)
Residential/Commercial R-3 (Medium Density Multiple- ratio up to 3 130 du
{(HDR/COMM) Family Residential) 5-15 duw/ac
Mixed Use — Urban High C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial) 8 acres floor area 30,000 sf
Density Residential/ R-4 (High Density Multiple-Family ratioup to 3 120 du
Commercial Residential) 10-20 dw/ac
{(UHDR/COMM)
Mixed Use - Urban Low C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial) 3 acres floor area 10,000 sf
Density Residential/ R-1 (Single-Family Residential) ratio up to 3 2 du
Commercial 1-4 dufac
(ULDR/CCMM)
“Park & Open Spaci
Park 03-C 2 acres
Open Space 08-C 141 acres
Right of way (ROW) 14 acres
Total | 277 acres 725 dun
“Study Areas
Study Area 1 32 acres 1du/2ac 16 du
Study Area 2 14 acres 1du/2ac 7 du
Study Area 3 36.5 acres 1du/Zac 19 du
Study Area 4 46.5 acres 1du/2ac 23 dn
Total 129 acres 65 du
BRSP AND STUDY AREAS TOTAL | 406 acres 790 du
90,000 sf
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Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan

The Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan (Exhibit B of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder)
establishes a framework for developing 270 acres of the Urban Reserve, The BRSP identifies
land use designations, sets minimums and maximums for development within each land use,
provides plans for circulation and utilities, includes standards and guidelines that will shape the
character of development within the plan area, and addresses financing and implementation. In
some cases, the requirements (e.g., design guidelines) are more detailed for Plan Area 1 than for
Future Plan Area 2. The additional detail required for Future Plan Area 2 must be amended into
the BRSP in the future before Future Plan Area 2 development can proceed.

The BRSP proposes a mix of residential and non-residential land uses to form a new residential
community in the southwest area of Auburn. The majority of the BRSP area would be developed
with residential uses that would include up to 725 new homes with a density range of 1 to 20
du/ac. In addition, the BRSP provides for development of up to 90,000 square feet of
retail/commercial/mixed uses in Future Plan Area 2.

The land use plan provides for a community core in Future Plan Area 2, with a mix of
commercial and residential uses (possibly including residential units over ground-floor retail
along Herdal-Wermer Connector) and a 2-acre park. The higher-density residential uses are
generally placed in and around the community core, with lower-density residential uses located in
the southern portion of the plan area, where in combination with open space, they provide
separation from and a fransition to the existing residences to the south of the plan area.
Sidewalks and bike paths on the Herdal-Werner Connector and other primary streets would
provide pedestrian and bicycle access to the commercial area and park.

The BRSP provides extensive open space areas, which frame the residential neighborhoods,
provide separation from existing residences, preserve natural resources and provide a significant
visual amenity. Over half of the plan area, approximately 141 acres, is proposed to be preserved
in permanent open space. Unimproved dirt trails would be constructed in some areas. The open
space areas would preserve the ravines, drainages and expanses of woodlands. Natural terrain
would also be retained in some of the lower-density residential lots, as grading will be limited to
only the front 80 to 100-feet of the lots.

The proposed project would require the extension of roads and services (water and sewer lines).
Access would be provided by the extension of Herdal Drive, which would connect to Werner
Road via the Herdal-Werner Connector. Two bridges would be constructed across the UPRR
tracks, including a bridge across Bloomer Cut (Attachment 5.a) to serve this main access. In
Plan Area 1, up to 5 model units could be constructed with the bridge over Bloomer Cut. Up to
75 units can be constructed with a connection to Rogers Lane. Prior to issuance of the 76"
building permit, the Herdal-Werner Connector must be constructed, and project access to Rogers
Lane will be closed off (Attachment 5.b). Werner Road, Rogers Lane and the Wermer
Road/Ophir Road intersection would be improved as part of the project. A connection from Plan
Area ] to Perry Ranch Road would provide emergency access, but no improvements would be
made to Perry Ranch Road. Off-site water and sewer line extensions would occur within road
rights-of-way. The connection of Herdal Drive to Werner Road (Attachment 5.c) would be
required prior to the 76 building permit.
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The BRSP provides several recreational amenities such as a small park, open space, bike lanes,
and pedestrian trails. The BRSP also recognizes the importance of “Bloomer Cut” as well as
other historic resources within the plan area by including a historical marker describing the
events surrounding construction of the transcontinental railroad through the area as well as
historic mining operations.

The BRSP identifies the anticipated sources of funding for BRSP improvements, including
developer financing, the City’s sewer connection fee, the Auburn Recreation District Fee, and the
County Capital Facilities Fee. Maintenance of landscape corridors, open space, drainage basins
and trails would be funded through a homeowner’s association and/or landscape and lighting
district.

The Development Standards in the BRSP identify the permitted uses within the BRSP, and
specify the requirements for lot size and coverage, setbacks, building heights, and parking.
Development standards for the zones that apply only to Future Plan Area 2 (e.g., commercial, R-
3) are not part of the Development Standards and will be added to the BRSP at the time that
development approvals are effectuated for Future Plan Area 2.

The BRSP also includes Design Guidelines, which provide direction for the physical form and
visual character of the BRSP. The Guidelines, which utilize graphics and photographs to
illustrate the application of guidelines in the plan area, are intended to encourage creativity in
developing designs for public spaces and individual development projects. The Design
Guidelines cover several aspects of development design:

» Common design elements throughout the plan area, such as streetscapes, landscaping,
entrances, signs, walls and fencing, grading and street lighting.

* Site-specific Design Elements for certain features, such as Bloomer Cut, bridge design
and retaining walls.

» Residential Architecture, including scale and massing, roof and window forms, porches,
garages and exterior finishes.

These Guidelines are meant to be used in combination with the Development Standards and
applicable City ordinances and regulations. Like the Development Standards, the Design
Guidelines for Plan Area 1 are included in the BRSP at this time; additional Design Guidelines
will be added to the BRSP at the time that development approvals are effectuated for Future Plan
Area 2.

REQUESTED PROJECT APPROVALS

The key actions associated with the Project are:

1. Denial of the Appeal to the Planning Commission Action: The Planning Commission
approved the Large Lot Tentative Map for Plan Area 1 of the BRSP, and certified the

project EIR, at its public hearing on November 16, 2010. That decision was appealed by
Mark Smith, an Auburn resident, on November 24, 2010 (Attachment 1). In the appeal,
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Mr. Smith states that the there is “a lack of incorporation of all previously approved
variances and projects approved that impact Auburn and the region in terms of: ()
transportation and circulation (Table 5.11-7) and Luther Road/Dairy Road/Auburn-Ravine
Road and Elm Avenue; (2) public services (schools, law enforcement, fire, parks); (3)
public utilities (water supply-PCWA, PG&E, sewer); (4) hydrology and water quality; and
(5) noise and vibration.” The appeal also states that “All of these impacts and changes,
change the quality of life in Aubum.” No specific questions are raised with respect to the
project and analysis of its impacts. The suggested remedy is an open space park preserve.

As discussed below, and throughout the record for the project, the impacts of the project
have been thoroughly evaluated. The Draft EIR does analyze all of the issues listed in the
appeal under both existing and future (or “cumulative”) conditions. For the traffic analysis,
the cumulative condition was based on a growth rate of 1.7 percent over 20 years, which
would account for buildout of the General Plan, including current approvals. Several of the
strects cited in the appeal—Luther Road, Diary Road and Elm Avenue—are not in the
project vicinity, and would not provide a direct connection between the project and other
major roads, so they were not included in the traffic analysis. Impacts on Auburn-Folsom
Road were evaluated in the Draft EIR. ‘

The proposed remedy of designating the plan area an “open space park reserve” would not
be consistent with the General Plan designation of Urban Reserve, which recognizes that
the plan area would be subject to development at some time. Further, no agency, such as
the Auburn Recreation District (ARD), has indicated an interest in purchasing all or part of
the plan area for use as a park. Given current fiscal conditions, it is unlikely that ARD or
the City would have the financial resources needed to purchase and/or develop an open
space preserve or patk the size of the Urban Reserve, so this option does not appear to be
feasible.

2. Project Environmental Document — Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act, the City Council must take several actions related to the environmental analysis and
process prior to considering the project (Exhibit A) which includes the following:

a.  Certification of the BRSP Environmental Impact Report, including the Draft EIR
(Exhibit D - September 21, 2010 PC Binder) and the Final EIR (Exhibit A -
November 16, 2010 staff report).

b.  Adoption of the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
(Exhibit A - November 16, 2010 staff report).

c.  Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Program (Exhibit A - November 16, 2010 staff
report).

3. General Plan Amendment — A General Plan Amendment (Exhibit B) is required to
address the following:

a.  The existing Urban Reserve designation in the south Aubum area must be replaced
with the land use designations proposed in the BRSP (Exhibit L.1 and L.2,
respectively, of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder). The Auburn General Plan
requires the adoption of a specific plan in order to change the Urban Reserve
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designations. Adoption of a specific plan (e.g. the BRSP) is conducted by amending
the General Plan. The General Plan Amendment for this plan (Exhibit B) will adopt
the BRSP land use designations for Plan Area 1. Plan Area 2 would retain the Urban
Reserve designation until future development approvals are undertaken for that area.
The General Plan amendment also re-designates the remainder of the Urban Reserve
area not in Plan Areas 1 or 2 (i.e. Study Areas 1, 2, 3, and 4) as Rural Density
Residential with a 2-acre lot minimum (RDR — 0.5 dv/ac).

b.  Adopt a new Urban High Density Residential (UHDR) designation: The BRSP
includes a new land use designation, Urban High Density Residential (UHDR). The
UHDR designation is not recognized in the current General Plan. The existing
General Plan includes a High Density Residential designation (HDR) that allows for
up to 15 units per acre. In order to provide for higher, more urban densities,
approximately 18 acres in Plan Area 2 would be designated Urban High Density
Residential (UHDR), which would allow for 10 to 20 units per acre. In order to
include the UHDR designation in the BRSP, the General Plan must be amended to
add the UHDR designation. Allowing up to 20 units per acre is consistent with the
2008 Auburn Housing Element.

4. Specific Plan ~ The Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan proposed by the applicant, as amended
by the addendum (Exhibits B and C, respectively, of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder).

5. Rezone — Plan Area 1 and the four Study Areas must be rezoned in association with the
BRSP (Exhibit D). Plan Area 1 will be rezoned consistent with the BRSP, while the Study
Areas will be rezoned to Agricultural Residential with 2-acre lot size minimums (AR-2).
The property in Future Plan Area 2 will retain its current zoning. The existing and
proposed zones are shown in Exhibits M.1 and M.2, respectively, of the September 21,
2010 PC Binder.

6. Large Lot Tentative Map ~ A Large Lot Tentative Map is proposed for Plan Area 1
(Exhibit F). The configuration of the lots is consistent with the parcel configuration
illustrated by the land use plan in the BRSP. This tentative map was approved by the
Planning Commission on November 16, 2010, however, the City Council must act on the
map due to the appeal of the Planning Commission’s action.

7. Development Agreement ~ A development agreement (DA) is proposed for Plan Area 1 in
conjunction with the BRSP. The development agreement formalizes the requirements and
expectations between the City and the applicant (Baltimore Ravine Investors, LLC) as well
as future developers, including the timing of improvements and insuring that the City is
“made whole” in regards to impacts, fees, and costs associated with the BRSP. The draft
DA is provided as Exhibit O of the September 21¥ Planning Commission report, as
amended by the deal points identified in the November 16" memo to the Commission. The
final development agreement is currently being revised by the City Attorney to include the
deal points and will be provided to the City Council prior to the Council hearing.
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8. Statement of Reasons to Permit Development in a Mineral Resource Zone — A portion
of the plan area has been designated a Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) by the State
geologist. State law requires that the City adopt, and the State Board of Mines and Geology
approve, a Statement of Reasons for permitting development in an area that has been
identified as an MRZ. If adopted by the City Council, staff will forward the Statement of
Reasons (Exhibit G) to the State Board for their approval.

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

As stated above, the Planning Commission approved the Large Lot Tentative Map and certified
the EIR at their November 16, 2010, meeting. The Commission also recommended that the City
Council approve the other components of the Project listed above. Public comment received
during the September 21, 2010 and November 16, 2010 public hearings are provided with draft
Commission minutes (Attachments 2 and 3). The observations made by the Planning
Commission are provided in the draft minutes of November 16, 2010 (Attachment 3) and are
summarized below:

» Commissioner Worthington acknowledged all of the questions raised by the public and
Commission throughout the various hearings and expressed that all of the project
concerns had been thoroughly addressed by staff.

¢ Commissioner Young recognized that the proposed project would increase traffic for the
existing Herdal neighborhood, and expressed concern about protecting the integrity of
Bloomer Cut as a historic resowrce. However, Commissioner Young stated that the
Herdal access was the best approach for the project as it provided safe and efficient
access to the plan area.

» Commissioner Snyder stated that his most significant was access, but that based on
thorough review of the issue, the Herdal Drive access was the logical point of access to
the project. Commissioner Snyder noted concerns expressed about the possible financial
impacts of the project, but that the development agreement insures that the project will
provide all required fees to insure that the City isn’t subsidizing the project. He also
commented that the project has certain benefits, such as introducing younger families
with into the community, which should help counter the declining enrollment in our
schools. :

o Chair Spokely commented that the access issue was his primary concern as well, but
based on the extensive analysis given the issue, it is clear that the Herdal access is the
best point of access to the plan area. He stated his concern about the crossing of Bloomer
Cut with the Herdal extension, but is excited that the project will make it available for
others to experience. Chair Spokely noted that the project fully pays for itself, and was
impressed that the project received the endorsement of the Sierra Club.

The Planning Commission voted 4-0 (Commissioner Vitas recused himself due to a possible
conilict of interest) to certify the EIR for the project and approved the large lot tentative map for
Plan Area 1. The Planning Commission also recommended that the Auburn City Council
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approve the General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, Rezone, Development Agreement, and
Statement of Reasons for the MRZ.

CONCERNS RAISED TO DATE

A variety of concerns about the Project have been raised at hearings and in response to the
Environmental Impact Report. Public concerns generally fall into the following categories,
which are discussed below:

1. Increased development in the City of Auburn
2. Changes to the small-town character of Auburn
3. Increased traffic congestion, specifically

a. Auburmn-Folsom Road

b. Herdal Drive

c. Indian Hill Road
Access Options
Bridging of Bloomer Cut
Native American resources and consultation
Wildlife
Traffic noise

NN s

1. Increased Development in the City of Auburn

Some members of the public have expressed concern about increased growth and development in
Auburn, particularly on the scale proposed in the BRSP. In response, the City is expected to
grow over time, with or without the BRSP. SACOG projects that the City’s population will grow
from approximately 13,500 residents in 2009 to approximately 18,000 by 2035, an increase of
about 33 percent. If approved, the BRSP would provide residences and commercial services for
a portion of this increased population. Further, the Urban Reserve has been identified as an area
for potential growth since the 1978 General Plan, and is the last large, contiguous undeveloped
area in the City. The size of the BRSP is the result in part of the acreage to be developed.

2. Changes to the Small-town Character of Auburn

Concern has been expressed that the BRSP would alter the small town character of Auburn, and
that the BRSP is not compatible with the character of Auburn. In response, the proposed project
is consistent with the densities of development found throughout the City. With the exception of
the proposed 20 du/acre zone, the densities in the BRSP are similar to those found elsewhere in
Aubwn, with lower density residential development occurring near the Urban Reserve, and
higher density and mixed-use development occurring in Old Town, downtown and some of the
more commercial areas of the City. The community core in Future Plan Area 2 is intended to
create a small-scale neighborhood. The BRSP would increase traffic levels on local roadways,
which could be perceived as changing the character of areas that have low traffic volumes at
present. However, Project traffic would be directed toward major roads, such as Auburn-Folsom

_and Indian Hill, and would generally not travel through existing residential streets. With the
exception of road improvements, the BRSP would not alter existing neighborhoods, Old Town,
downtown or other areas characteristic of Auburn.
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3. Increased Traffic Congestion

The BRSP would increase traffic volumes on the local street network. The traffic study prepared
for the EIR evaluated the effect of the Project on roadway segments and intersections in the City
of Aubum and Placer County, as well as Interstate 80 under both existing and cumulative
conditions (roughly twenty years in the future). At some locations, the Project was found to
create or exacerbate poor levels of service. However, the Project will be required to implement
mitigation measures to improve conditions at these locations. The identified improvements
would result in acceptable conditions at all of the study segments and facilities. A caveat is miade
for improvements to the Interstate 80/Newcastle Ramp intersection, because the recommended
improvements are the jurisdiction of Caltrans and/or Placer County, and the City cannot
guarantee that the improvements will be installed. If the recommended improvements are
installed, however, the intersection operations would be acceptable.

3a. Auburn-Folsom Road

Some comments compared future traffic levels on Auburn-Folsom Road to those currently
experienced on Highway 49. In response, even with full occupancy of the BRSP, the volume of
traffic on Auburn Folsom Road will remain far below that reported today on SR 49. While the
raw traffic volume is not itself a measure of significance, as shown in Table 2, current volumes
on SR 49 will remain more than twice the volumes forecast for Auburn Folsom Road with the
Project (i.e. existing plus BRSP volumes).

TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF PEAK HOUR SEGMENT VOLUMES ON
SR 49 AND ON AUBURN FOLSOM ROAD
Street From To Peak Hour Volume
AM PM
Existing Conditions
-Auburn Folsom Rd Maidu Dr Herda] Drive 1,225 1,330
Auburn Folsom Rd Herdal Dr Sacramento St (N) 1,180 1,260
Grass Valley Hwy Lincoln Way EB 1-80 ramps 1,580 1,560
Grass Valley Hwy WB I-80 ramps Elm Avenue 2,595 2,675*%
Grass Valley Hwy Dorothy Way Marguerite Mine Rd 2,527% 2,482*
Grass Valley Hwy Live Oak In Luther Rd 2,773% 3,264%
Existing Plus BRSP Area 1
Herdal Drive 1,225 1,330
Auburn Folsom Rd Maidu Drive project only 105 130
total 1,330 1,460
Sacramento St (N) 1,180 1,260
Auburn Folsom Rd Herdal Drive Project only 70 85
Total 1,250 1,345
Existing Plus BRSP Build Out (1 & 2)
Auburn Folsom Rd Maidu Dr Herdal Road | 1225 1,330
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Project only 200 520
Total 1,425 1,850
Sacramento St (N) 1,180 1,260
Auburn Folsom Rd Herdal Drive Project only 105 135
_ Total 1,285 1,395
* SR 49 data from Placer County’s Bohemia Center DEIR.

3b. Herdal Drive Traffic Impacts

As discussed above, there would be two primary access point for the Project - Werner Road and
Herdal Drive. Initially, Herdal Drive would provide primary access to Plan Area 1, and
secondary access would be provided via Rogers Lane. Project traffic on Herdal Drive with Plan
Area 1 only is estimated to be 2,150 daily vehicle trips. At buildout of both Plan Area 1 and
Future Plan Area 2, 40 percent of BRSP residential traffic is expected to use the Werner Road
access, and 60 percent of residential project traffic and 95 percent of project retail traffic, a total
of 8,740 daily vehicle trips, is expected to use Herdal Drive. As stated above, Herdal Drive has
the capacity to accommodate these traffic levels.

The Draft EIR evaluated levels of service at the intersections of Herdal Drive with Auburn-
Folsom Road, Del Valle Drive and Quinn Way. Under existing conditions plus project traffic,
the intersections of Herdal Drive/Del Valle Drive and Herdal Drive/Quinn Way would operate
within City service level standards. The Herdal Drive/Auburn-Folsom Road intersection would
also meet City standards under existing conditions with Plan Area 1 traffic. However, under both
existing and cumulative conditions, the intersection of Herdal Drive and Auburn-Folsom Road is
projected to operate at LOS E in the p.m. peak hour as the result of the addition of full BRSP
traffic (both Plan Area 1 and Future Plan Area 2). Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 on page 5.11-59 of
the Draft EIR requires re-striping the eastbound Herdal Drive approach to provide a separate left
turn lane; no changes are required to the striping on Auburn-Folsom Road at this intersection.
With the mitigation identified above, the service level at the Auburn-Folsom Road/Herdal Drive
intersection would improve to LOS D in the p.m. peak hour, which would satisfy minimum City
of Auburn standards.

The impacts on residents of Herdal Drive and the Herdal Drive extension are evaluated
throughout the Draft EIR. TFor example, the visual impacts on the Herdal Drive extension are
specifically addressed on page 5.1-37 in Impact 5.1-1, noise impacts on residents of Herdal Drive
and the extension are addressed in Impacts 5.8-1 (page 5.8-24) and 5.9-7 (pages 5.8-33 and 5.8-
34) and the traffic impacts on Herdal Drive are analyzed in Impacts 5.11-1 (pages 5.11-58 and -
59) and 5.11-6 (pages 5.11-63 and -64). In addition, subsequent to the Draft EIR, more specific
information regarding the topography of the extension and adjacent residences has allowed the
City’s noise consultant to prepare detailed analyses of the noise impacts on those properties (see
Attachment 1 — November 16, 2010 PC Report).

3¢. Indian Hill Road Traffic Impacts

The project would not provide a direct connection to Indian Hill Road, but some project traffic
would use this roadway. The Draft EIR analyzed traffic conditions on Indian Hill Road from its
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intersection with Auburn-Folsom Road to Interstate 80, and found that the road would meet City
and County service level criteria with or without the addition of project traffic. In addition, the
Draft EIR looked at service levels at three intersections with Indian Hill Road: Auburn-Folsom
Road, Dillon Circle and Dillon Circle/Hoyer Lane. The Final EIR also estimated the service
levels at the intersection with Grandview Drive, which serves the Grand Oaks subdivision and
Indian Hill Estates subdivision. All of the intersections that were studied would meet the service
level standards. Consequently, the project was found to have a less-than-significant impact at
these intersections.

One of the concerns expressed by the public regarding traffic on Indian Hill Road is safety at the
Indian Hill Road/Hoyer Lane intersection due to a fatal accident that occurred at this location 10
years ago. Concerns about the intersection were reviewed on page 5.11-1 of the Draft EIR and
addressed in more detail in an assessment summarized in Appendix N.10. The assessment
reviewed accident records for the period of 2002-2006, a time frame that is consistent with
standard practice for traffic safety studies, and determined that three accidents had occurred over
that time period, of which one resulted in an injury. The assessment, which acknowledged the
fatal accident that had occurred at the intersection, concluded that various types of accidents had
occurred and that there were no conditions at the intersection that would be directly affected by
the development of the BRSP. The Draft EIR noted that the intersection is within the jurisdiction
of Placer County and that any action to improve the intersection would have to be made by the
County.

4. Access Options

Development of the BRSP requires at least two 24-hour, unrestricted access points. The project
applicant proposes to provide the required accesses by connecting Herdal Drive to Werner Road,
which will require two new bridges over the UPRR tracks and the construction of a new road
through the BRSP. Concerns have been raised about the southern access, which would extend
Herdal Drive and construct a bridge over the UPRR rail line at Bloomer Cut.

Prior projects proposed for the Urban Reserve, which includes the BRSP area, have also had to
grapple with the issue of access. A number of options have been considered in the past (see Page 2
above; Prior Plans for the Urban Reserve). The prior circulation plans for the Urban Reserve area
have, for the most part, assumed that both tracks would need to be crossed, and that the crossings
would be placed at locations similar to those proposed in the BRSP. A crossing at Bloomer Cut
has been assumed as a primary crossing or an option in all of the plans that were reviewed. Both
Maidu Drive and Herdal Drive have been considered as routes to connect the Bloomer Cut
crossing to Auburn-Folsom Road. Other access points have been proposed, including connections
to Pacific Street and High Street, particularly in the 1993 Southwest Auburn Specific Plan, which
provided for connection to these sireets in addition to (not instead of) the primary routes via Indian
Hill Road and Werner Road.

In March 2010, staff prepared a memorandum (Exhibit R; September 21, 2010 PC Binder)
discussing the various access routes that had been considered in the past or suggested during
hearings for the BRSP. Since that time, additional analysis has been conducted to compare the
area that would be disturbed by each alternative, including a rough estimate of the amount of
woodlands that would be lost (Attachment 4; this report). An additional alternative, using the
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PG&E powerline corridor that intersects with Tea Lane, was suggested in comments on the Draft
EIR, and is also evaluated in Exhibit S of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder. The access
alternatives that were reviewed are discussed briefly below:

a. Herdal Drive extension: As with prior plans, Bloomer Cut was considered an optimal point
at which to cross the rail line because it would require minimal grade changes and a relatively
short-span bridge (approximately 70-feet) to clear the existing Bloomer Cut. The 70-foot
bridge span is required by UPRR and would provide enough clearance to accommodate the
addition of a second track should UPRR decide to construct one.

This route would add traffic through an existing neighborhood, but this was anticipated when
the residential development was approved. Impacts on natural resources would be minimal
compared to other options because the new road would be relatively short (less than 1,000
feet) and would travel through an area that is already disturbed (the City right-of-way) and/or
composed primarily of grasslands. Approximately 0.9 acres would be disturbed, including
approximately 0.5 acres of woodland. In addition to the physical advantages, the City owns
the right-of-way for the Herdal Drive extension, and one of the parcels in Plan Area 1 (the
Chevreaux parcel), has an access easement on the extension.

b. Maidu Drive extension: This was one of the options considered in prior plans, including the
SWASP. Compared to the Herdal option, this option would require a longer road extension
(approximately 1,300 feet) and right-of-way acquisition for the entire length. Like the Herdal
Drive extension, this option would construct a bridge over Bloomer Cut. Because of the
topography, however, portions of the area would need to be filled and the bridge would need
a longer span (approximately 400 feet). Like the Herdal Drive extension, this option would
place the new roadway adjacent to existing backyards of residences. In addition, the Maidu
Drive extension would require fill of a wetland area, necessitating approval from the US
Army Corps of Engineers through the Section 404 permit process. The road would also be
constructed through a designated Open Space area that is under separate ownership. The area
that would be disturbed would be approximately 2 to 3 acres, including 1 to 2 acres of
woodland. Consequently, the impact on natural resources would be greater than the Herdal
Drive extension.

¢. May Perry Drive: Under this option, a new road would connect to Auburn-Folsom Road
north of the rail line, and extend southward, through the ARD recreation area, more or less
parallel to the rail line. No crossing of the rail line would be required under this option, so
Bloomer Cut would be unaffected; however, the roadway constructed for this option would
traverse two ravines, requiring bridge crossings for each. It would require right-of-way
acquisition for the approximately 2,000 feet that lie outside of the BRSP area. The roadway
would be approximately 4,500 feet long, much of which would fravel through woodlands, so
it would require more tree removal than the Herdal Drive extension. This option would
affect 6-10 acres, including 4-7 acres of woodlands. This option would also bisect
Recreation Park and affect the ARD facilities thereon. The costs of this option could be
relatively high due to the length of the road (which would include utilities), mitigation for
loss of trees, impacts to Recreation Park, acquisition of right-of-way, and the construction of
two bridges to cross two ravines.
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d. Pacific Street extension: Under this option, Pacific Street would be extended from Auburn-
Folsom Road west over the rail line and then turn south to the northeast corner of the BRSP
area. The roadway would be a total of approximately 3,500 feet long. In order to bridge the
tracks, a 30-foot high roadway embankment would be required, generating a lot of fill. The
rail line bridge would need to span approximately 150 to 200 feet, which would be longer
than the Bloomer Cut bridge (70 feet), but not as long as a bridge from Maidu Drive (400
feet). The roadway embankment fill would need to extend onto the ARD property where it
would then ramp down to meet existing ground elevation on the west side of the tracks. This
option would need to acquire 1,000 feet of right-of-way and would disturb 5-8 acres, of
which 4-7 acres would be woodland.

e. Rail line crossing south of Pacific Street: This option would provide a connection to Auburn-
Folsom Road approximately 400 feet south of Pacific Street, near the existing Boardman
canal. The total roadway length would be approximately 3,000 feet. An elevated bridge
crossing would be required to provide adequate clearance, resulting in significant grading for
bridge approaches and a longer bridge span (approximately 200 feet) than the Herdal Drive
option. Within the BRSP area, the alignment would be similar to the May Perry and Pacific
Street options, so there would need to be significant grading and two additional bridge
crossings across two ravines. Approximately 4 to 7 acres would be disturbed, including
approximately 3 to 5 acres of woodlands.

f. High Street extension: High Street terminates in the Woodland Estates subdivision,
immediately north of Study Area 3 and west of the northern rail line. This area is fairly steep;
High Street has a 15% grade at its terminus. A connection between High Street and Future
Plan Area 2 would require multiple switchbacks with steep grades and a bridge over the
ravine. The ravine is located approximately 130 feet (in elevation) below the terminus of
High Street, so the grade would be fairly steep. The area is heavily wooded, so there would
be extensive impacts on trees. This connection would also route BRSP traffic through an
older area of the City with relatively narrow residential streets.

g Tea Lane: A comment on the Draft EIR suggested that access could be provided to Plan Area
I via Tea Lane, which intersects with Indian Hill Road at the same point as the PG&E
transmission lines. The access road would extend north from the existing Indian Hill/Tea
Lane intersection, following the transmission line easement across Dutch Ravine to Perry
Ranch Road. Approximately 300 feet of Perry Ranch Road would then need to be widened
and improved to provide access to Plan Area 1. This alignment would travel through two
residential parcels, and would likely require the removal of at least one out building. It would
not be feasible to build the road within the transmission line easement due conflicts with
existing improvements (i.e. existing service towers within the easement), the development
standards required by PG&E for improvements within the easement (e.g. PG&E would
require a minimum setback from the towers to the road of at least 25 feet), and the City’s
standards for road improvements. As such, a road to City standards would not fit within the
existing easement. One tower in the powerline easement is located approximately 150 feet
from Indian Hill Road, so it would be difficult to for the access road to connect to Tea Lane
and follow an alignment adjacent to the powerline. Also, a connection onto Indian Hill Road
between Tea Lane and Sawka Road would not meet the City’s spacing requirements.
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If an alignment that connected with Tea Lane could be found, there would still be major
disadvantages to using this approach. Because of the topography north of Indian Hill Road,
this option would require an extremely long bridge span (£1,000%) and it would disturb
approximately 2-3 acres, of which 1-2 acres would be woodlands. In addition, £2,400 linear
feet of right-of-way would need to be obtained, and permission would be required to improve
and use a portion of Perry Ranch Road since it is a private road. The connectivity (for
emergency service) provided by this access would also be less advantageous when compared
to the very direct route afforded by Herdal Drive

As explained in Exhibit R of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder, staff concurs that the Herdal
Drive extension with the bridge over Bloomer Cut is the most appropriate means of providing
access to the southern portion of the BRSP. The extension of Herdal Drive has been part of
plans for providing access to the Baltimore Ravine area for more than 30 years, as evidenced by
prior plans and the existing right-of-way on the extension. It is the most direct route, involving
the least amount of roadway construction, and the shortest bridge span. The amount of cut and
fill necessary for this route, and the impacts on natural resources, including woodlands, would be
less severe than under other options. The primary disadvantages are that the roadway would be
located adjacent to existing backyards and that the bridge would be constructed over a significant
historic resource, Bloomer Cut. However, the extension has been anticipated for a number of
years, including the approvals for the existing residences, and the bridge would be designed so
that Bloomer Cut itself would not be altered.

5, Bridging of Bloomer Cut

Bloomer Cut is a significant historic railroad feature. With the construction of the Herda]
Extension, the Project would not alter Bloomer Cut itself, but would span the cut with a new
bridge. Currently, the area immediately adjacent to Bloomer Cut is undeveloped, so a new
bridge would change the setting of the cut. The Draft EIR evaluates the impacts of bridging
Bloomer Cut, and concludes that while the bridge would alter the setting, Bloomer Cut would
still be considered a significant historic resource because it would continue to meet the criteria
for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Resources (a standard method of determining
whether a site or feature is historically significant).

In their comments on the Draft EIR, the Placer County Museum and the Placer County Historical
Society, as well as several individuals, disagreed with the conclusions of the EIR, and stated that
Bloomer Cut should not be bridged. Their comments have been addressed in the Final EIR.

The Draft EIR analysis of Bloomer Cut was conducted by qualified historians, and staff concurs
with the findings. It should be noted that even though Bloomer Cut is considered eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places, the ultimate determination of eligibility would
be up to the Office of Historic Resources if the cut were nominated to the NRHP. However,
nomination requires the involvement of the property owner, in this case Union Pacific, which has
indicated that it would not pursue such an action.

6. Native American Resources and Consultation

Extensive historic and pre-historic research was conducted for the project site as part of the EIR
analysis. PBS&J staff conducted a reconnaissance survey of the site, an intensive archaeological
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pedestrian survey of the site, and invited representatives from the United Auburn Indian
Community (UAIC) to visit the site. At the request of the UAIC, the persons consulted included
three cultural resource specialists from AES, Dr. Shelley McGinnis, Mike Taggart, and Yolanda
Chavez, and two Native Americans, Allen E. Adams, and Grayson Coney. Mr. Adams is a
UAIC Tribal member. Mr. Coney is not a member of the tribe, but he grew up in the Auburn
area and is the Cultural Director of the Tsi-Akim Maidu Tribe in Grass Valley. Together, the
group spent approximately 8 hours at the project site looking for Native American archaeological
sites and artifacts.

It is known that the project area was inhabited during prehistoric and historic-period times, and
buried human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, could be located on
the project site. Archival research and the intensive onsite pedestrian survey did not disclose any
specific burial locations in the project site. Research of death certificates is not conducted during
archival research regarding archaeological sites. However, a recent review of historic death
records on-line in Placer County did identify two death certificates from Bloomer Ranch in the
late 1800s, although the burial location was not indicated. Because there is the potential that
human remains could exist on the project site, mitigation was provided (Mitigation Measure 5.4~
6 in the DEIR) that describes the procedures to be followed if human remains are encountered.

7. Wildlife

Concern was expressed about the displacement and loss of wildlife and trees. The plan area
includes undeveloped woodlands and grasslands that provide habitat for a number of plant and
animal species. The BRSP designates over half of the Specific Plan area as Open Space, which
would be relatively undisturbed, and therefore would continue to provide habitat for resident
species. Nonetheless, development of the site would convert a large portion of this habitat to
urban uses, which would not be compatible with all of the species currently within the site. In
some cases, particularly with birds, the displaced animals could move into areas designated open
space or other nearby undeveloped areas. Other individual animals or plants would be lost to
development. For the most part, the affected wildlife would be commeon species, such as deer,
turkeys, small mammals and other birds.

The Draft EIR identified several special-status species plant and animal species (that is, those
that are on State or federal lists of rare, threatened and endangered species), that could occur

within the Urban Reserve, and provided mitigation to protect them.

8. Traffic Noise

The Project will increase traffic volumes on local roadways, which may also increase traffic
noise levels. A noise study was prepared and determined that the increased noise would not
exceed identified thresholds on most of the roads that were studied. Noise levels on Herdal
Drive, the Herdal Drive extension and Werner Road would exceed thresholds, but the Draft EIR
identifies mitigation (i.e. sound walls; pavement treatments) that would bring noise levels down
to acceptable levels,
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Herdal Drive Extension Impacts

Residents of the neighborhoods immediately north and south of Herdal Drive and the Herdal
Drive extension have been particularly concerned about the use of Herdal Drive as the primary
access to Plan Area 1. The backyards of fifteen (15) homes currently abut the Herdal Drive
extension right-of-way; ten of those properties abut the south side of the right-of-way, while five
abut the north side of the right-of-way. The properties to the south all are at elevations below the
existing right-of-way and proposed road, while the properties to the north all have elevations
higher than the existing right-of-way and proposed road.

The development of the BRSP will result in a definite change in the character of this area by
constructing a road that will be used for one of the primary accesses to the BRSP. Because of
this change and the concerns of the affected residents, a number of analyses have been prepared
at a greater level of detail than normally conducted at this point in the approval process. The
Draft EIR analyzes the effects of the project along the Herdal Drive extension, particularly for
traffic, noise, visual quality, biological resources, and visual resources, based on field surveys
and modeling at a level of detail typical for a project-specific EIR on a Specific Plan. For
example, the Draft EIR includes a parcel by parcel analysis of traffic noise levels along the
extension. Staff has also met with some of the residents, including the President of an adjacent
homeowners association. One of the meetings was held in the field and included a walk of the
alignment for the extension.

Since the Draft EIR was released, the applicant has provided additional detail regarding the
design of the road relative to adjacent properties. A number of survey points have been collected
in the field and used to refine the profile and elevation information for the road design. Cross-
sections have been prepared at a number of locations showing the roadway elevation, soundwalls
and adjacent parcels in order to better understand the effects on specific residences. The cross-
sections are attached as Exhibit Q of the September 21, 2010 PC Binder.

Cross-section views were provided for each of the five properties abutting the north right-of-way,
where the parcels are higher in elevation than the road right-of-way. Three cross-sections were
provided for one of those parcels. These cross-sections were used by the City’s noise consultant
to evaluate the impacts to those properties given the estimated increase in traffic to be generated
by the project. The information was also provided to the owners of several of the abutting
properties at their request. Feedback was provided by a couple of those owners suggesting that
the information provided was less than accurate.

In response, the applicant’s surveyor obtained additional topographic information to confirm the
accuracy of the data presented. The additional data was limited to the right-of-way due to access
issues. City staff worked with the applicant and property owner representatives to obtain
permission for the applicant’s surveyor to enter the backyards of the abutting properties (in order
to obtain additional data for those areas), but the necessary permission was not provided.
Surveyors were allowed access to one backyard, 10940 Oak View Terrace, which has the most
diverse topography of the lots abutting the extension, so additional analysis was conducted for
this parcel. To address the topography in this area, the applicant proposes to drop the road
elevation along the rear of 10940 Oak View Terrace by approximately 2 feet and to increase the
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height of the wall to 8 feet (as opposed to 7 feet along the remainder of the road) to provide
additional shielding from noise.

Additional noise analysis was conducted for the Herdal Extension to address these changes
(Attachment 1 — November 16, 2010 PC Staff Report). The additional analysis reinforces the
Draft EIR’s conelusion that noise impacts would be less than significant with the application of
mitigation for all of the adjacent parcels along the extension.

Alternatives Available to Council; Implications of Alternatives

*  Deny the appeal and approve the project as presented, or as modified by the City Council.

*  Approve the appeal and deny the project subject to findings as developed by the City
Council.

. Continue the request for staff to provide additional information for Council consideration.

Fiscal Impacts

No significant fiscal impacts are anticipated. The development of the BRSP will be “at cost” as
guaranteed through the Development Agreement. Maintenance of open space and private
common areas will be the responsibility of home owner’s association(s). The provision of
services (e.g. fire; police) and the maintenance of public areas (e.g. public rights of way) will be
paid for through an annual assessment on the property owners within the BRSP.

Additional Information

Copies of all documents referenced in this report are maintained by, and are available for review
in, the Auburn Community Development Department. Please contact (530) 823-4211 ext 135
with questions.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Appeal Application by Mark Smith dated November 24, 2010
2. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes — September 21, 2010
3. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes — November 16, 2010
4. Access Comparison

5. Access Illustrations -

a. Access for 1 to 5 Units
b. Access for 6 to 75 Units
c. Access for 75+ Units

EXHIBITS

A.  Resolution ~ Certification of EIR (Draft EIR + Final EIR); Findings of Fact and Statement
of Overriding Considerations; and Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Baltimore
Ravine Specific Plan and Study Areas Project

B.  Resolution — General Plan Amendment for the BRSP, Plan Area 1, and Study Areas
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C.
D.
E.

F.
G.

D

D

Resolution — Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan

Ordinance — Rezone for BRSP Plan Area 1 and Study Areas 1-4

Ordinance — Development Agreement with Baltimore Ravine Investors LLC for BRSP Plan
Area ]

Resolution — Large Lot Tentative Map for Plan Area 1

Resolution — Statement of Reasons to Permit Development in a Mineral Resource Zone

OCUMENTS — SEPTEMBER 21, 2010 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING:

Project Location and Features

Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan (provided separately)

Addendum to the BRSP - July 7, 2010

Draft EIR for the BRSP and Study Area Project (provided separately)
Planning Commission Staff Report for DEIR review — July 13, 2010
Planning Commission Minutes for DEIR review (draft) — July 13, 2010
Planning Commission Staff Report — December 15, 2009

Planning Commission Minutes — December 15, 2009

Planning Commission Staff Report for Site Tours — March 26, 2010
Planning Commission Staff Report for MRZ-2b review — August 3, 2010
Planning Commission Minutes for MRZ-2b review (draft) — August 3, 2010
1. Existing General Plan Land Use Designations

2. Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations

1. Existing Zoning

2. Proposed Zoning

Large Lot Tentative Map

Draft Development Agreement

MRZ Statement of Reasons

Herdal Drive Extension Cross-Sections

Staff Memorandum regarding BRSP Access ~ March 26, 2010

Ubora Memorandum regarding BRSP Access — September 1, 2010

CFRTmTEHQEEBUOW

PROPOZ X

OCUMENTS — NOVEMBER 16, 2010 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING:
ATTACHMENTS
1. Supplemental Noise Analysis — 10940 Oak View Terrace
2. UAIC Letter from Tribal Administrator Greg Baker dated November 5, 2010
3. Letter from Alex Fisch dated October 23, 2010
EXHIBITS

A.  Planning Commission Resolution 10-12 certifying the project environmental
documents including the following:

1. Draft EIR for the BRSP and Study Area Project (provided separately)

Page 21



Mayor and City Council January 13, 2011

2. Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring Program (attached)
3. Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (attached)

B.  Planning Commission Resolution 10-13 recommending approval of the General Plan
Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, Rezone, and Development Agreement (Files
GPA 07-3; SPA 07-1; RE 07-1; and DA 07-1), including the following;

1. Proposed General Plan Land Use Designations.
. Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan (provided separately)
3. Addendum to the BRSP — July 7, 2010 (Exhibit C of the September 21st staff
report)
4. Proposed Zoning
3. Development Agreement (Exhibit O of the September 21st staff report)

C.  Planning Commission Resolution 10-14 approving the Large Lot Tentative Map for
BRSP Plan Area 1.

D.  Planning Commission Resolution 10-15 recommending adoption of the Statement of
Reasons to Permit Development in a Mineral Resource Zone.

MEMO TO PLANNING COMMISSION (NOVEMBER 16, 2010) — BRSP DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT
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Comparison of Plan Area 1 Access Options

Herdal Maidu May Pacific South of Tea Lane
Drive Drive Perry Street Pacific
Drive Street

Approximate
Road Length <1,000’ 1,300’ 4,500’ 3,500 3,000 4,500
Number of
Bridges 1 1 2 3 3 1
Approximate
UPRR Bridge
Span 70 400 n/a 150-200 200’ 1,000
Approx
Combined
Bridge Span 70° 400’ 500+ 700+ 700+ 1,000+’
Residences 15 10+/- None None None Traverses 2+
Affected? adjacent | adjacent residential

backyards | backyards parcels; 1

outbuilding lost
Approximate
ROW
Acquisition 0 1,300’ 2,000’ 1,000 500’ 2,400’
Acres
Disturbed 1 2103 6to 10 5to 8 4t07 2103
Woodland
Acres
Disturbed 0.5 1to2 4t07 4t07 305 1102
Other Effects | Bloomer | Wetlands Road & Road & Road & | Perry Ranch Rd
Cut filled; Bridges in | Bridges in | Bridges in widened for
crossed | Traverses | Ravines; Ravines Ravines 300
Open Traverses
Space ARD Rec

Park
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City of Auburn California
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPME
CITY OF AUBURN

City Planning Commission Members
Matt Spokely
Bob Snyder
Fred Vitas
Alan Young
Lisa Worthington

ATTACHMENT 3

Reference: the Baltimore Ravine Project

I consider this an addenduri to the discussions I've heard at Planning Commission and
City Council meetings.

I’ve not heard discussion on the following two topics, and before the project is “set in
stone”, maybe they should be discussed.

1. Traffic....in all the discussion(s), there has never been (or I’ve not heard ) a
discussion of the possibility of actually talking with Cal Trans regarding an
exit and entrance from Interstate 80 to the project.

Yes...the possibility would pose many questions and problems that can be
easily avoided by doing the “easy thing”, taking the easy way out and create
the jig saw puzzle for traffic that has been proposed.

Yes, it would be time consuming, it would be EXPENSIVE (but that would
not have to be the city’s responsibility).

On the positive side, it would relieve traffic from Auburn-Folsom Road,
established neighboring areas might not be totally distressed and disturbed (as
they well may be with the present ideas) and it would offer safer entrance and
exit from a well planned highway vs. Indian Hill Road (which every one in
Auburn knows can be (has been) a “killer”).

2. Phases 1 and 2.....A Planned Community....



Much “speak” about the positives of the Baltimore Ravine Project as a
planned “ whole” community....however, things seem to come apart when the
two parts of the project are discussed.

Phase 1 gets all the conversation: bottom line all I can figure out is that Phase
2 will NOT be started until Pasel is finished. However, Phase 2 is the part of
the project that will include the shopping areas, tying the two phases
together(along with parks and other amenities) and fulfill the concept of a
“planned commumity”

Either it is to be a completely planned project, with reasonable time lines of
completion, sound , secure financing with the city’s interests secured by
appropriate bonding, financial back up of the developer for all the necessary
phases (parts) of the project, prior to the city approving the project.

Or, is it one of those projects where we (the citizens and tax payers) trust to
luck and hope everything works out for the best ? (there have been a few
projects that have not, over the past years).

Whatever we do today, we, and our progeny will have to deal with in the
future. My wish is that we don’t leave them with problems we could have
anticipated and taken of now.

Let’s really think about the consequences, long term, of what is at stake.

Sara Ann Ough
1380 Pajaro Court
Auburn, Ca 95603
Cc:
Auburn Journal
1030 High Street

Auburn, CA 95603
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From: Stephen L. Des Jardins/DCP [mailto:sid@dcpltd.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 25, 2011 7:17 AM

To: Will Wong

Subject: Fw: Baltimore Ravine Investors, LLC - Access Over Herdal Road
Importance: High

Will,

As the Planning Commission and City Council review access to the project, | want them
to have the best information available, and would ask that you forward this e-mail to
them for their review.

Tim Ward is a senior underwriter for First American Title Company who wrote the title
insurance for the project, and below he details the access that has occurred since 1965.
The Chevreaux Parcel he refers to is currently zoned for 300 units, and has been
zoned since at least the 1970's,

This forward planning for access by the historical owners and the City has existed now
for 46 years. | hope this is helpful.

Stephen L. Des Jardins
(916)786-8158 Office
(916)580-8549 Cell

----- Forwarded by Stephen L. Des Jardins/DCP on 01/25/2011 06:55 AM ——
"Ward, Tim" <Tward@firstam.com> To "Stephen L. Des Jardins/DCP" <sid@dcpitd.com>

cc

01/21/2011 01:04 PM
Subject Baltimore Ravine Investars, LLC - Access Over Herdal Road

Stephen

First American has researched record access from the land owned by Baltimore Ravine
Investors, LLC, which is tax parcel 040-050-010-000 and is referred to below as the
“Chevreaux Parcel,” to Auburn-Folsom Road. There are two types of record access that
benefit the Chevreaux Parcel; a private access easement and access over a public street
known as Herdal Road.

In particular, the private access easement, which provides the Chevreaux Parcel with
record access to Auburn-Folsom Road, was created by that certain “Order Approving
Fifth and Final Accounting . . . Decree of Distribution” for the Estate of George J.
Herdal that was recorded on September 8, 1965 in Vol. 1080, Page 233 (the “1965
Private Easement”). The 1965 Private Easement runs easterly from the SPRR Co. parcel
and terminates at Auburn-Folsom Road. The specific location of 1965 Private Easement
was not described on the Order.

ATTACHMENT 5



Subsequently, the location of a portion of the 1965 Private Easement was fixed by the
"Judgment Fixing Location of Easement . . .” that was recorded on March 19, 1987 in
Book 3150 at Page 530 (the “1987 Judgment”), which is the same location as the public
street known as Herdal Road that is shown on the map of Vista Del Valle Unit 4
recorded over a year later on May 10, 1988. The location of the portion of the 1965
Private Easement that was fixed by the 1987 Judgment terminates on the eastern line
of the map of Vista Del Valle Unit 4, which is the western terminus of Herdal Road, an
already existing public street, as shown on the map of Vista Del Valle Unit 1 that
recorded on June 7, 1977. The 1965 Private Easement continues to run from the
eastern line of the map of Vista Del Valle Unit 4, easterly, to Auburn-Folsom Road. The
owner(s) who filed the maps of Vista Del Valle Units 1 and 4 dedicated Herdal Road to
the City of Auburn as a public street; the City accepted such dedications on the maps.

Therefore, Baltimore Ravine Investors, LLC, the owner of the Chevreaux Parcel, has
both private and public access to Auburn-Folsom Road.

Tim Ward
Division Underwriter
Vice President

First American

First American Title Company

Homebuilders Services

2200A Douglas Blvd Suite 275, Roseville, CA 95661
Office: 916-677-2625

Cell: 415-515-8930

Fax: 866-373-6882

Email: tward@firstam.com

A member of the First American Fin-ancia! Caorporation
family of companies | NYSE: FAF

This message contains confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain information {hat
is legally privilaged. If you are not the addressee, or the person responsible for delivering i to the addressee, you are hereby notified that
reading, disseminaling, distributing or copying this message is strictly prohibifed, If you have received this message by mistake, please
immediately notify us by replying to the message and delete the oiiginal message immediately thereafter. Thank you.
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MEMORANDUM

Date: January 27, 2011

To:  Auburn Community Development Department [g/

From: Joe Olsen; Project Engineer, Ubora Engineering \(’
j

Subject: Summary of Site Access Alternatives onto Auburn Folsom Road

Alternatives #4 & #5 use an identical alignment across BRSP property (roughly
3,400 feet), and across the Sipe property (roughly 700 feet), untii roughly where
they enter the UPRR right-of-way, at which they diverge into alternative
alignments. Please note that each of the two alternatives also cross roughly 100
feet of A.R.D. property in roughly the same location. The discussion below first
addresses each individual alignment as they cross UPRR right-of-way, then the
remaining 4,200 feet across on-site and off-site private property where
alternatives #4 & #5 are identical.

UPRR Right-of-Way

Alternative #4 -- Pacific Street (roughly 2,500 feet east of Herdal Drive):

This option would essentially extend Pacific Street; however, due to topography,
significant amounts of fill would be required (e.g. approximately 60,000 cubic
yards of fill would be needed in the railroad right of way, alone). The required fill
height at the abutments would be in the neighborhood of 22 feet. Also, in order
to avoid existing A.R.D. facilities, this bridge would need to be built at a
significant skew (approaching 45-degrees), causing this bridge option to have a
span in excess of 250 feet. The construction time for this railroad crossing option
could easily be double that for Alternative #1 at Herdal Drive.

Alternative #5 -- South of Pacific Street (roughly 2,000 feet east of Herdal
Drive):

At this location, in order to achieve adequate clearance over the railroad tracks,
significant filis would be required at the abutment approaches (approximately 12
feet high at the abutments). | estimate approximately 15,000 cubic yards of fill in
order to achieve the minimum clearance required by Union Pacific. The bridge
span would need to be approximately 100 feet, but could be built at a 90-degree
skew. Due to the longer span, the larger abutments, and the need for fill, the
construction time for this railroad crossing option would be greater (perhaps half
again as long) than at Herdal Drive.

ATTACHMENT 6



Private Property

Alternatives #4 and #5 use an identical alignment across essentially the entirety
of the 4,200 feet across private property. It should be noted that the alignment
described in this summary was created based upon minimum City roadway
design standards; however, given the challenging terrain, the resulting steep
slopes and tight curves may not be prudent for use as the primary access to the
proposed project.

Due to the hilly terrain, the 4,200 feet of roadway would have areas containing
significant cut and/or fill slopes, resulting in the impact of roughly 14 acres of
woodlands. The maximum width of the impacted area along the alighment would
be over 250 feet wide. The highest fill-slope would be in the neighborhood of 80
feet and the highest cut-slope roughly 50 feet. The portions of the proposed
right-of-way for the road that occur on Sipe (700 feet) and A.R.D. (100 feet)
would need to be acquired; potentially from non-cooperative owners. Both
properties would be impacted by significant cut and/or fill-slopes with significant
tree impacts. Each end of the alignment would contain a 15% (City maximum)
longitudinal roadway slope located within tight (200-foot radius) horizontal
curves; a less than desirable combination. We estimate that there would be a
need to import in the neighborhood of 150,000 cubic yards of dirt to build the
required fills for this roadway.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Joe Olsen

Ubora Engineering & Planning, Inc.
2901 Douglas Blvd., Suite 285
Roseville, CA 95661

Ph: 916-780-2500 ext 206



